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On Febmixy 15, 2000, the Commission foa~d, by a vate of 5-0, that there was no reason 
to believe that respondeat hiepican Postal Workers Usiion ( ‘ “APW)  violated the Federal 

in the response, the Comiission eoneluded &at tire complaint had failed to allege a 
violation ofthe FECA. 
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Election C;~mpajm Act (‘‘FFEC’Y). ased up5n the ~~~~~~~~~n found in the complaint and 0 
52 
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’ The federal candibtes endorsed were Ernest0 ~corsone, m ~ ~ g  in ~enrue)~y’s  6” Congressional District, 
and Scow Baeslcr, rmning for die U.S. Senate in Kenntcky. Attarached PO the: complaint were copies of &e 
fliers received by the coxnplainant. Both contain words expressiy advocating the election of the two 
candidates. ’ .WvvU’s ~sponse consisted ofa copy oFa Iettcr sent to the complainant. 



The complainant did not allege that the :anion had made communications outside its 
membership - only that the c ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ t ,  a member of the union, had received materials 
expressly a:P:lvoc;ating the elccticsn of federal candidates, paid €or by the union out of its 
gezersl fimd. This kind oferarion a%ivity is permissible mder the FECA. 

The T C S ~ O ~ S ~  confismed that the miling was sent only to tinion members. As noted 
above, a labor organization may mgilie e x ~ ~ $ i ~ e ~  to communicate to its members md 
their families on any sr693,iect. For these reasons, the Commission coaacluded that no 
violation ofthe Act had been alleged. 


